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REMARKS

The Examiner has objected to the use of "excimer lamp" in the application, stating that it

is a trade name and therefore should be capitalized. The applicant has searched the U.S.

trademark database and finds no trademark assigned to "excimer lamp." Further to this point, the

applicant finds that the Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines an excimer laser as "a laser that uses

a noble-gas halide to generate radiation usually in the ultraviolet region of the spectrum." The

applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider this objection.

The applicant has amended the paragraph starting on page 3, line 27 herewith to more s

distinctly identify the Heraeus Nobelight Company.

Applicant affirms the election with traverse to prosecute the invention of Group I, claims

1-16 and 22, and to withdraw the invention of Group II, claims 17-21 . The applicant cancels

claims 1 -22, and adds claims 23-38. Claims 23-38 are now pending in the application. These

amendments find support in various parts of the specification, for example, page 2, line 1 8. to

page 3, line 9, page 4, line 7 to page 5, line 28, and original claims 1-22, and thus no new matter

is introduced. Favorable reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested in light of

the above amendments and the following detailed discussion.
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $ 1 12

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. Since

claims 1-15 have been canceled, the applicant finds these rejections to be moot. However, in

drafting the new claims, the applicant has adopted the Examiner's suggestions to more clearly

draft the preamble so as to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter.

Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-15 should be withdrawn.

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C, $ 102

1. The Examiner has rejected claims 1-2, 5, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being

anticipated by Cole, Jr. et al. (U.S. 4,61 7,085, hereinafter Cole). The Examiner asserts that:
:

With respect to claim 1, Cole is directed to a method for removing a selected portion

(abstract; column 2, lines 10-1 1) of a functional organic coating from the surface of a

semiconductor substrate (column 3, lines 25-26) by contacting the coating with short wavelength

UV light (column 2, lines 12-14); it being noted wavelengths used are consistent with those

disclosed and/or claimed by Applicant. The skilled artisan would have readily appreciated that

the organic coatings taught by Cole (i.e. polymethylmethacrylate, polystyrene; column 2, line 40-

column 3, line 15) have hydrophobic properties.

Regarding claim 2, Cole teaches the substrate being glass (column 3, lines 26-27).

Regarding claim 5, Cole teaches the source ofUV light being a laser (column 3, line 47 -

48).
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With respect to claim 15, all limitations were addressed above with respect to claim 1

,

except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Cole teaches the wavelength must be below

300nm, such as 193nm (column 4, line 67; column 5, line 1), which falls between 5-254nm.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 1-2, 5, and 15 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic

coatings on an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line

2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, ,v

for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-1 8).

After carefully studying Cole, the applicant can find nowhere in Cole where at least the

above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to

provide relative movement between a source ofUV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Cole, as the

inventions defined thereby are not identically disclosed in Cole, as required by 35 U.S.C. §

102(b). Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present
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application are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by the Cole patent, and that claims 23-38

should be allowed over Cole. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is

respectfully requested.

2. The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 5, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being

anticipated by Blum et al. (U.S. 4,568,632, hereinafter Blum).

The Examiner asserts that:

With respect to claim 1, Blum is directed to a method for removing a selected portion ,

(column 4, lines 19-21) of a functional polyimide coating from the surface of a semiconductor

substrate (see for example, column 3, lines 59-61; column 5, lines 16-17; column 6, lines 39-41)

by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light (column 3, lines 66-68; column 4, lines

15-18; column 4, lines 39-41); it being noted wavelengths used are consistent with those

disclosed and/or claimed by Applicant. The skilled artisan would have readily appreciated that

polyimide coatings are organic and have hydrophobic properties.

Regarding claim 5, Blum teaches the source ofUV light being a laser (column 3, line 66

- column 4, line 3).

With respect to claim 15, all limitations were addressed above with respect to claim 1,.

Blum teaches the wavelength must be below 220nm, such as 185nm or 193nm (column 4, line

67; column 5, line 1), which fall between 5-254nm.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 1, 5, and 15 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings
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nn m area of an ext~^ «»rfi™ nf a vehicle dazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with

UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 1 00-200 nm (see, for

example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the

occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Blum, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum where at least the.:

above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

dazing with radiation in the range of 1 00-200 nm), and then .dherinP an item to an area of an

.vtenor surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or iitili-Hn- electro-mechanical means to ,

provide relative mo^t between a s™rr, ofXIV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Blum, as the

inventions defined thereby are not identically disclosed in Blum, as required by 35 U.S.C. §

102(b). Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present

application are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by the Blum patent, and that claims 23-38

should be allowed over Blum. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is

respectfully requested.
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A
,•

c , i s 9 10 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as

3. The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 5, 9-10 ana id

i 6 316 059 hereinafter Van DerPutten). The

being anticipated by Van Der Putten et al. (U.S. 6,316,0,9, n

Examiner asserts that:

With respite ctol and 3,Va„ Der Putt=n 1sd,rected toa Inethod forren,ov 1„g a

substrate , (co,™ 6, iines 24-25, 27, and 40-4,) by contact the coating with short

wave1eng,HUV 1,gH,9(R^ lb;co1unffl 3, 1ineS 35-,8;co1u[m 4,Hnes43-52a„d63^

Reading Cain, 2,.Van Der PuUen teaches the subsume being giass (coiuntn 6, hne ,4).

4, lines 63-67).

Regardmg ctann 9, Van Der Putte, hice the present -nvention, teaches a po.yst.oKane

crreater than 100°.

Re.ard,ng ciatnt .0, Van Der Punen, i,ke the present htventton, teaches rernovutg a„ of
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With respect to claim 15, all the limitations were addressed with respect to claim 1 above,

except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Blum (sic) teaches the wavelength can be

198nm, (colmn 4, line 67), which falls between 5-254nm.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 1-3, 5, 9-10, and 15 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic

^tinas on an area of** surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line

2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see,

for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

« vehicle dazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1 ,
lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Van Der Putten, the applicant can find nowhere in Van Der

Putten where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior

^rpnf, vehicle dazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an

to m area of an of, vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-

chemical mean* tn provide relative movement between n source of TTV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Van Der Putten,

as the inventions defined thereby are not identically disclosed in Van Der Putten, as required by

35 U.S.C. § 102(e). Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the
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tot Catas 23-38 should be allowed over Van Der Putter,.

of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

i -iavmi^a
103(a) as being

^eB—.asr.eeteacla.tnsM.andl.under^.S.C.n
()

„fKizakietal.(U.S.5,763,892,here
mafterK..Zala).

unpatentable over Cole and tather m™w of Ktzak.

The Examiner asserts that:

.

ofCo1eCo,e IS*n«aston,e SourceofUVl^be1ng an eXcmer,am,U 1s b.o

drscusston of Cole. Cole

«.„m a semiconductor substrate by

(s ,c)B,,he.toremovepor.
1onsof anorgan,ccoat

1ng&omasem,

co^s.eeoat.nswab-wavelen.tbUV^tnaconttnuousorpuls^

alampis „sedforcon,,nuouS contac
t anda,aSer,susedfor P

u,sedco„,act,aS taught by B1u

the time the invention was made to use a lamp

•

the art as taught by Blum (sic), and this allows for irradiation

manner because such is known m the art, as taucn y

or, primer lamp because such is known m

em.tted. However, .« would have been obvious to use an excuner
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94; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and 52).

, • e a 1 6 all the limitations were addressed above with respect to

With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitauo

1 ^fcnftheUV light. Cole teaches the wave length

claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV hg

—gth— fromthee^

between 100-200 nm.^^^^^^^^^
i m the ranee of 100-200 nm (sec, for example,

rad.ation preferably having a dominant wavelength tn the range

vehicle (Background; page V, lines 10-18).

'

^ercarefunysmdv.ngColeandK^i.theapplicantcanf.dnowhereinCole,^,

.^.andmenar^e^^
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(claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-m^nical means to provide relative movement between a

™rr.e. of TJV radial ™H » nynmnhohic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on WHrnphohic coating* ^P"^ ™ vehicle gla2ings
"
Instead'

the appli°ant^
teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of

photolithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see

column 15, lines 21-28).

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Cole and further in

view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Cole or Kizaki,

nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references' teachings in

order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 1 03. Consequently,

the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over

Cole and further in view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Cole and

further in view ofKizaki. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully

requested.

2. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Blum and further in view of Kizaki. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claim 4, Applicants are directed to paragraph 10 above for a complete

discussion ofBlum. Blum teaches a continuous or pulsed source of short wavelength UV light

can be used to remove portions of the organic coating from the semiconductor substrate (column
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4, lines 64-66), wherein a lamp is used for continuous or pulsed source of short wavelength UV

light can be used to remove portions of organic coating from the semiconductor substrate

(column 4, lines 64-66; column 5, lines 1-17).

As for particular type of lamp, selection of such would have been within purview of the

skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths emitted. However, it would have been

obvious to use an excimer lamp because such is known in the art for emitting short wavelength

UV light for selectively removing portions of an organic coating from a semiconductor substrate,

a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and 52).

With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to

claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Blum teaches the wavelength

being less than 220 nm, such as 185 or 193 (column 4, line 67; column 5, line 1), while Kizaki

teaches the wavelength irradiated from the excimer lamp being 172nm (column 15, line 27),

which are all between 1 00-200 nm. ;

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 16 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing
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to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the

vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-1 8).

After carefully studying Blum and Kizaki, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum,

Kizaki, or in a combination ofBlum and Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hydrophobic coatines on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source ofUV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on hydrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings . Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of

photolithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see

column 15, lines 21-28).

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Blum and further in

view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Blum or Kizaki,

nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references' teachings in

order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently,

the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over

Blum and further in view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Blum and
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further in view of Kizaki. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully

requested.

3. The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 7, 9, 10, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Cole. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claims 6-7, Applicants are directed to paragraph 1 above for a complete

discussion of Cole. Cole teaches the wavelength being less than 300nm but is silent to a specific

range below this number. One reading the reference as a whole would have appreciated that

criticality is only placed on the wavelength being less than 300nm and not on a particular

wavelength or range of wavelengths below this number. Therefore, since example wavelengths

given by Cole (column 3, lines 48-49) fall within the ranges claimed by the present invention, the

skilled artisan would have been motivated to use the claimed ranges since only the expected

results would have been achieved.

Regarding claim 9, the contact angle is a function of the type of coating and therefore the

skilled artisan would have appreciated that the organic, hydrophobic coating of Cole would have

a contact angle similar to that of the organic, hydrophobic coating of the present invention.

Regarding claim 10, the contact angle is now a function of the amount of coating

removed and/or the type of substrate underneath. Like the present invention, Cole teaches

removing most, if not all, of the coating from the surface of a glass substrate and therefore the

skilled artisan would have appreciated the resulting contact angle being similar to that of the

present invention.
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Regarding claim .4, se.ection of a contact time would have been within purview of fte

skilled artisan depend,ng on the type of coattng, its thicks, the particular source ofUV light,

e,c However, the skilled artisan wouid have appreciated that Co,e, like the present invenfon, vs

removing an organic, hydrophobic coat,ng from a glass substrate using UV Ugh, sources (iamp,

laser) and therefore would have expected contact times to be simiiar to that being daimed.

U is fte apphcanfs position, however, that since claims 6, 7, 9, 10, and 14 have been

canceled, these rejections are moo, New claims 23-38, however, recte irradiatinghy^bic ,

UV radiation prefer* having a dominant wavelength in the range of .00-200 nm (see, for

example, pase 2, lines 21-22), thus removing fte coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herem cause water wh,ch comes into contact with the coating on an £5!erior^^^

gUamgto bead readily and run off quickly so as no, to obscure fte outward vision of the

occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1 ,
lines 10-1 8).

After carefully studytng Cole, fte applicant can find nowhere in Cole where a, leas, fte

above-stated .mutations (irradiatingh^objc^tu^^

^ with radiation ,n fte range of 100-200 nm), and then

e^enor^ce^^ (cla,ms 23-33) or utaiZmieJe£t^^
„f t tv Nation and a hr*rnnhnhic coating (claims

rPl.tivemo—' ^^tween a fonm» of I TV radiation ana a y p .

34-38) are taught or suggested.
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Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Cole, as the

inventions defined thereby are not suggested within Cole, nor is there any suggestion or

motivation to modify the teachings of Cole in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as

required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38

of the present application are patentable over Cole, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over

Cole. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

4. The Examiner has rejected claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable

over Blum and further in view of Cole. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claim 2, Applicants are directed to paragraph 10 above for a complete

discussion of Blum. Blum teaches the substrate being used for a semiconductor (column 5, lines
,

15-17) but is silent as to it being glass. Selection of a particular material would have been within

purview of the skilled artisan. The Examiner asserts, however, it would have been obvious to

use glass because such is known in the art, as taught by Cole (column 3, lines 26-27).

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claim 2 has been canceled, this rejection

is moot. New claims 23-3 8, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an area of a

cnrWnf* vehicle dazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV radiation preferably

having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example, page 2, lines 21-

22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein cause water which

comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing to bead readily
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and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the vehicle

(Background; page 1 , lines 1 0- 1 8)

.

After carefully studying Blum and Cole, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum, Cole, or

in a combination ofBlum and Cole where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating

Wrophohic coating* ™ «" ^terior surfi^ of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of

100-200 nm), and then an item ™ »re.» of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

(claims 23-33) or utilising electro-m^.hanical means to provide relative movement between a

of T TV radiation 3r.H a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are. patentable over Blum and further in

ofCole, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Blum or Cole, nor

is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references' teachings in order

to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the

applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over

Blum and further in view of Cole, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Blum and

further in view of Cole. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully

requested.

5. The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 9-10, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Blum. The Examiner asserts that:

source

view
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Regarding claims 6, 9-10, and 14, Applicants are directed to paragraph 10 above for a

complete discussion ofBlum. Blum teaches the wavelength must be below 220nm. Applicants

are directed to paragraph 1 6 above.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 6, 9-10, and 14 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic

coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with

UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for

example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the

occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Blum, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum where at least the

above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to

provide relative movement between a source ofUV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Blum, as the

inventions defined thereby are not suggested within Blum, nor is there any suggestion or

motivation to modify the teachings ofBlum in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations,
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as required by 35 U.S.C. , 103: Consequently, the applicant respectfuHy submits that Cairns 23-

38 of the present application are patentable over Blum, and .ha, Cairns 23-38 should be aUowed

over Blun, Accordingly, favorable cons.derat.on of c.auns 23-38 ,s respectfully requested.

6. The Examiner has rejected Cairns 6, 7, and ,4 under 35 U.S.C. J 103(a) as bemg

unpatentable over Van Der Putte, The Examiner assert, that: Regarding claims 6-7, Applicants

are d.rec.ed ,0 paragraph ,2 above for a comp.e,e discusston ofVan Der Putten. Van Der Putten ^

teaches wavelengths iha, fall within the claimed ranges (column 4, .ines 47 and 67). Therefore, ,.g

of wavelengths cla.med because only the expected results would have been achieved.

Regardmg claim 14, selection of a contact time would have been within pmview of the #

skiUed artisan depending on the type of coating, us thickness, the particular source ofUV light,

etc. However, the skilled artisan would have appreciated ma, Van Der Putten, hke the present

invention. ,s removing an orgamc, hydrophobic coa,ing from a glass substrate using UV ligh,

sources (lamp, laser) and therefore wou.d have expected contact ttrnes ,o be similar ,0 ,ha, bemg

claimed.

U is the applicant's position, however, ,ha, smce clauns 6, 7, and . 4 have been
canceled,

mese rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, rec.te trradiattngh«bic^

,r1
- vehicle glaz.ng (s«, Page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) wim UV

nation preferably hav,ng a dominant wavelength in the range of ,00-200 nm (see, for example,

pase 2, Itaes 2,-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein
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cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an rvtrrior surface of a vehicle glazing

to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the

vehicle (Background; page 1 , lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Van Der Putten, the applicant can find nowhere in Van Der

Putten where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior

^,nf„ vehicle dazing with radiation in the range of 1 00-200 nm), and then adhering an

^
it.m tn *n area of an exterior surface of a vejucle^ing (claims 23-33) or utUizing^le^ |

m£dui^r.^ p^v^ r^tive movement between a source ofTTV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested. ,•

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Van Der Putten, as
^

the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within Van Der Putten, nor is there any

suggestion or motivation to modify the teachings ofVan Der Putten in order to teach or suggest

the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 1 03. Consequently, the applicant respectfully

submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Van Der Putten, and that

claims 23-38 should be allowed over Van Der Putten. Accordingly, favorable consideration of

claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

7. The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3, 5-7, 9-15, and 22 under 35 U.S.C. §
103(a) as

being unpatentable over Curtze et al. (U.S. 4,543,283, hereinafter Curtze) in view of Tweadey, II

et al. (U.S. 5,131,967, hereinafter Tweadey). The Examiner asserts that:
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With respect to claim 1, Curtze is directed to a windshield 10 comprising a glass substrate

12, an adhesive 16, an anti-lacerative sheet 14, and a functional coring (not shown) on the entlre

surface of the anti-lacerative sheet 14, and a functional coating (not shown) on the entire surface

of the anti-lacerative sheet (Figure 2; column 4, lines 21-23; column 7, lines 8-10). The

reference teaches the coating being silica-remforced methyl-siloxane
(column 8, lines 19-21),

which the skilled artisan would have appreciated as being organic and hydrophobic. The

reference also teaches removing peripheral portions of the coating from the anti-lacerative sheet .

before adhering a gasket thereto (column 7, tines 10-13; column 8, tines 21-24). However, the

reference is silent a (sic) to how the coating is removed.

It is known in the windshield art to remove peripheral portions of a coating 1
8
from the

.

surface of a substrate 12 by contacting the coating with short wavelengm UV light, as aught by

Tweady (column 4, lines 1-3 and 63-67; column 5, lines 41-43 and 50-51). One reading the

Curtze reference as whole would have appreciated that particular coating removal method is not

critical to the invention therefore would have been motivated to use short wavelength UV light

because such is known in the art, as taught by Tweadey, where this method ,s fast and efficient

(Tweadey; column 2, lines 50-52).

Regarding claim 3, a particular type of siloxane coating would have been within purview

of the skilled artisan a, the time the invention was made depending on the particular function of

the coating.
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Reg:

41-43).

arding c1ata5,Tweadeyte3CheS
theUV^t Source be,„g a 1aser (co.umn5,Unes

results would have been achieved.
^

^^^^^^^^^
substrate underneath,

lines 40-44).
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Regarding claim 14, selection of a contact time would have been within purview of the

skilled artisan depending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source ofUV light,

etc.

Regarding claim 15, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to claim 1

,

except a dominant wavelength. Tweadey gives example wavelengths of 193nm and 248nm,

which are between 5-254nm (column 5, lines 50-52). ,

With respect to claim 22, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to claims^

1 and 11-12, except applying an adhesive to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into

contact with the adhesive. Curtze teaches applying an adhesive (second primer; column 7, lines,

28-30 and 36-37) to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into contact with the ^ :

.

adhesive.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claim 1, 3, 5-7, 9-15, and 22 have

been canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating

hydrophobic coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3,

line 2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm

(see, for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
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After carefully studying Curtze and Tweadey, the applicant can find nowhere in Curtze or

Tweadey where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an

.^ C1 ,rw of, vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 mn), and then

^ino m item to an— ^terior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing

^.m.chanical m~™ ^ r™*e relative movement between a source of TTV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested. .<

Instead, the applicant finds Curtze directed to an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an ,f

interlayer 16 on a glazing interior to fee vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 19-

24). Further, it is the applicant's- position that there would be no motivation to dispose a

hydrophobic coating on the glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtze's anti-lacerative she*. .

would be disposed and then irradiate Tweadey's UV light on the hydrophobic coating, which

would expose Curtze's interlayer that would remain or need to be removed also.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Curtze in view of

Tweadey, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Curtze or Tweadey,

nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references' teachings in

order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required* 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently,

the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over

Curtze in view of Tweadey, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Curtze in view of

Tweadey. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.
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8. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Curtze in view of Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of

Blum and Kizaki. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claim 4, Applicants are directed to paragraph 20 above for a complete

discussion of Curtze and Tweadey. Curtze in view of Tweadey is silent as to the UV light source

being an excimer lamp. It is know (sic) to remove portions of an organic, hydrophobic coating,,

from a substrate by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light in a continuous or

pulsed manner, wherein a lamp is used for continuous contact and a laser is used for pulsed

contact, as taught by Blum (column 4, lines 64-66; column 5, lines 1-17). Therefore, it would ,<

have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made- to use a lamp for:. ^

contacting the coating of Curtze in a continuous manner as an alternative to the laser because

such is known, as taught by Blum and this allows for irradiation of large areas (Blum; column 5,

lines 6-7).

The Examiner asserts that as for a particular type of lamp, selection of such would have

been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths emitted.

However, it would have been obvious to use an excimer lamp because such is known for

emitting short wavelength UV light for selectively removing portions of an organic coating from

a substrate, a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and

52).
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With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to

claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Kizaki teaches the wavelength

irradiated from the excimer lamp being 1 72nm (column 1 5, line 27), which is between 1 00-200nm.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 1 6 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV ^

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example;,

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein =

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the

vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, and Kizaki, the applicant can find

nowhere in Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, or Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 1 00-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source ofUV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.

Instead, the applicant finds Curtze directed to an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an

interlayer 1 6 on a glazing interior to the vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 19-
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24). Further, it is the applicant's position that there would be no motivation to dispose a

hydrophobic coating on the glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtze's anti-lacerative sheet

would be disposed and then irradiate Tweadey's, Blum's, or Kizaki's UV light on the

hydrophobic coating, which would expose Curtze' s interlayer that would remain or need to be

removed also.

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on hydrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings . Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki>^

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of

photolithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see-

column 15, lines 2 1 -28). ; <:

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Curtze and

Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings ofBlum and Kizaki, as the inventions

defined thereby are not suggested within either Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, or Kizaki, nor is there

any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references' teachings in order to teach

or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant

respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Curtze and

Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings ofBlum and Kizaki, and that claims 23-

38 should be allowed over Curtze and Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of

Blum and Kizaki. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully

requested.
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9. The Examiner has rejected claims 1 ,
2-3, 5-7, 9-10 and 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a)

as being unpatentable over Hartig et al. (U.S. 2003/00241 80, hereinafter Hartig) in view of

Anderson et al. (U.S. 2001/0031365, hereinafter Anderson) and Tweadey. The Examiner asserts

that:

With respect to claim 1, Hartig is directed to a glazing, useable as a windshield,

comprising a glass substrate 10 having a hydrophobic water-repellant exterior functional coating

20, which is applied to the entire surface of the glass and then removed from the peripheral ^

portions thereof (Figure 5; [001 1]; [0014], [0047], [0052]). The reference is silent as to the ;

hydrophobic coating being organic and removing the portions of the coating using short

wavelength UV light.

It is known in the art to coat the exterior surface of a windshield with a hydrophobic

organic layer that repels water, as taught by Anderson. Therefore, it would have been obvious to

use an organic material for the hydrophobic, water-repellant coating of Hartig because such is

known in the art, as taught by Anderson, where only the expected results of good water-

repellency would have been achieved.

It is known in the windshield art to remove peripheral portions of a coating 18 from the

surface of a glass substrate 12 by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light, as

taught by Tweadey (column 4, lines 1 -3 and 63-67; column 5, lines 41-43 and 50-5
1 ). One

reading the Hartig reference as whole would have appreciated that a particular coating removal

method is not critical to the invention (last sentence of [0078]) and therefore would have been
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motivated to use short wavelength UV light because such is known in the art, as taught by

Tweadey, and this method is fast and efficient (Tweadey; column 2, lines 50-52).

Regarding claim 2, Hartig teaches a glass substrate ([0041]).

Regarding claim 3, one reading the Hartig reference as a whole would have appreciated

that no criticality is placed on the type of coating and therefore selection of a particular type of

coating would have been within purview of the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made

depending on the intended function thereof. ^

Regarding claim 5, Tweadey teaches the UV light source being a laser (column 5, lines

41-43).

Regarding claims 6-7, Tweadey teaches wavelengths that fall with in the claimed ranges

(column 5, lines 50-52). Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time

the invention was made to use wavelengths in the ranges claimed because only the expected

results would have been achieved.

Regarding claim 9, the contact angle is a function of the type of coating and therefore the

skilled artisan would have appreciated that the organic, hydrophobic coating of Hartig would

have a contact angle similar to that of the organic, hydrophobic coating of the present invention.

Regarding claim 1 0, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that the contact angle after

coating removal would be a function of the amount of coating removed and/or the type of

substrate underneath.
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Regarding claim 14, selection of a contact time would have been within purview of the

skilled artisan depending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source ofUV light,

etc. However, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that Hartig in view ofTweadey, like

the present invention, is removing an organic, hydrophobic coating from a glass substrate using a

UV light source and therefore would have expected contact times to be similar to that being

claimed.

Regarding claim 15, all limitations were addressed above with respect to claim 1, except

a dominant wavelength. Tweadey gives example wavelengths of 193nm and 248nm, which are

between 5-254nm (column 5, lines 50-52).

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 1,2-3, 5-7, 9-10 and 14-15 have

been canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating

hydrophobic coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3,

line 2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm

(see, for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey the applicant can find nowhere

in Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating

hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of
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1 00-200 nm), and then adhmnp an item to ™ area of an exterior surface of avehicle glazing

(claims 23-33) or utilising electro-m^nical means to provide relative movement between a

*nnrr, of T IV radiati™ ™* * hvdmnhobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Although the Examiner asserts that Hartig is silent on how coatings are removed, the

applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is directed to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels

and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can find nowhere in Hartig where

ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Anderson to be

silent on how coatings are to be removed, so Anderson adds nothing to the removal of coatings.

On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metallic films and zinc oxide (see for

example, column 4, lines 16-23). Consequently, neither Anderson or Tweadey add anything to,,.

Hartig's shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 1 00 nm to 200 nm.)

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Hartig in view of

Anderson and Tweadey, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Hartig,

Anderson, or Tweadey, nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these

references' teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35

U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present

application are patentable over Hartig in view of Anderson and Tweadey, and that claims 23-38

should be allowed over Hartig in view of Anderson and Tweadey. Accordingly, favorable

consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.
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10. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in view of Kizaki. The Examiner

asserts that:

Regarding claim 4 Applicants are directed to paragraph 22 above for a complete

discussion of Hartig, Anderson, an Tweadey.- Hartig in view of Tweadey is silent as to the UV

light source being an excimer lamp. It is know (sic) to remove portions of an organic,

hydrophobic coating from a substrate by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light/

in continuous or pulsed manner, wherein a lamp is used for continuous contact and a laser is used

for pulsed contact, as taught by Blum (sic) (column 4, lines 64-66; column 5, lines 1-17).

Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made-to

use a lamp for contacting the coating of Hartig in a continuous manner as an alternative to the

laser because such is known, as taught by Blum (sic), and this allows for irradiation of large areas

(Blum (sic); column 5, lines 6-7).

The Examiner asserts that as for a particular type of lamp, selection of such would have

been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths emitted.

However, it would have been obvious to use an excimer lamp because such is known for

emitting short wavelength UV light for selectively removing portions of an organic coating from

a substrate, a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and

52).
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With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to

claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Kizaki teaches the wavelength

irradiated from the excimer lamp being 172nm (column 15, line 27), which is between 100-200

nm.

It is the applicant's position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 16 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings -:

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV ;p

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein ;

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the

vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-1 8).

After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, and Kizaki the applicant can find

nowhere in Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source ofUV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.
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Although the Examiner asserts that Hartig is silent on how coatings are removed, the

applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is directed to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels

and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can find nowhere in Hartig where

ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Anderson to be

silent on how coatings are to be removed, so Anderson adds nothing to the removal of coatings.

On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metallic films and zinc oxide (see for

example, column 4, lines 16-23).

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on hydrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings . Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of>

photolithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see

column 15, lines 21-28). Consequently, neither Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki add anything to

Hartig's shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 1 00 nm to 200 nm.)

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson,

and Tweadey, and further in view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested

within either Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki, nor is there any suggestion to modify or

combine these references' teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as

required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38

of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in
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view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey,

and further in view of Kizaki.

1 1
.
The Examiner has rejected claims 1 1 -1 3 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being

unpatentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in view of Curtze. The Examiner

asserts that:

Regarding claims 11-13, Applicants are directed to paragraph 22 above for a complete <

discussion of Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey. Hartig teaches positioning a gasket (not shown)*

between a portion of the glass, from which the coating was removed, and a portion of a frame 50

(Figure 5; p. 6, [0060]). However, the reference is silent as to applying a primer to this portion of

the glass before positioning the gasket and the gasket being elastomeric.

The Examiner asserts that it is known in the art to remove a portion of a coating from the

periphery of a substrate so that primer can be applied to this area to facilitate bonding of an

elastomeric gasket thereto, as taught by Curtze (see paragraph 20 above). Therefore, it would

have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made to apply a primer to

the coating-free portions of the substrate of Hartig before positioning the gasket because such is

known in the art, as taught by Curtze, where this provides a good seal between the gasket and

substrate. It would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use an elastomeric gasket for that

of Hartig because such is known in the art, as taught by Curtze, wherein such material prevents

any damage (i.e. scratching) to the glass.
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With respect to claim 22, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to claims

1 and 11-12, except applying an adhesive to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into

contact with the adhesive. Curtze teaches applying an adhesive (second primer; column 7, lines

28-30 and 36-37) to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into contact with the

adhesive.

It is the applicant's position that since claims 11-13 and 22 have been canceled, these *

rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an>-

area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV radiation

preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example, page 2}

lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein cause *

water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing to

bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the

vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, and Curtze the applicant can find

nowhere in Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source ofUV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.
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Although the Examiner asserts that Hartig is silent on how coatings are removed, the

applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is directed to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels

and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can find nowhere in Hartig where

ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Anderson to be

silent on how coatings are to be removed, so Anderson adds nothing to the removal of coatings.

On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metallic films and zinc oxide (see for

example, column 4, lines 16-23). , ;v

Further, the applicant finds Curtze directed to an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an

interlayer 16 on a glazing interior to the vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 1^9-

24). It is the applicant's position that there would be no motivation to dispose a hydrophobic:*

coating on the glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtze 's anti-lacerative sheet would be

disposed and then use Hartig's grinders/torches or irradiate Tweadey' s UV light on the

hydrophobic coating, which wpuld expose Curtze 's interlayer that would remain or need to be

removed also. Consequently, neither Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze add anything to Hartig's

shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a

vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 1 00 nm to 200 nm.)

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson,

and Tweadey, and further in view of Curtze, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested

within either Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze, nor is there any suggestion to modify or

combine these references' teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as
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required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38

of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in

view of Curtze, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey,

and further in view of Curtze.

The applicant respectfully submits that since the inventions defined in independent claims

23 and 34 are not taught by Cole, Blum, Van Der Putten, Kizaki, Tweadey, Curtze, Hartig, or, t

Anderson, taken alone or in any combination, then the respective dependent claims 24-33 and #

35-38, which depend directly or indirectly from the respective dependent claims and thus include

all of the limitations thereof, are patentable over these references. Accordingly, consideration of

the claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

CONCLUSION

For all the reasons described in the preceding paragraphs, the applicant respectfully

submits that the present application is now in condition for allowance. Accordingly, a timely

action to that end is courteously solicited.
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If the Examiner has any remaining questions or concerns, or would prefer claim language

different from that included herein, the favor of a telephone call to the applicant's attorneys is

ATTORNEYS

Marshall & Melhorn, LLC
Four SeaGate - 8

th
Floor

Toledo, Ohio 43604

Phone: (419)249-7145

Fax: (419)249-7151

requested.

Respectfully submitted,

Donald A. Schurr

Registration No. 34,247
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